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Abstract
This thesis explores the impact that sensory stimuli have on students with sensory disorders and
how this impacts their academic growth. It was hypothesized that sensory impact was a great
hindrance for students that suffered from hyper or hypo neurological sensory stimuli processing
disorders. However, the impact of sensory disorders proved to be far greater than just an
academic relationship, but also social and emotional relations. Once determined, the next step
was to find applicable interventions for general education classrooms, as well as special
education classrooms, that were fiscally and spatially reasonable. The sensory processing
disorders were evaluated and discussed in the order of low registration, sensory sensitivity,
sensory seeking, and sensory avoiding. A literature review examined both qualitative and
quantitative research that evaluated students with sensory disorders and the best interventions to
use with them. A conclusion, that addressed the four sensory processing disorder inputs, was
drawn regarding the most beneficial methods of sensory accommodations.
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7
CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Sensory needs are a prevalent factor in education settings; however, to what extent does
sensory stimuli affect students’ academic success? There have been ample studies within the last
ten years that examined students, their sensory needs, and how this affects their academic
prosperity (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Wiggins et al., 2017; Wild & Steeley, 2018). Past
literature (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004) examined how sensory processing looks different for each
person and illuminates the psychological needs for students with sensory disabilities. While these
issues have been noted, and sensory needs within students are acknowledged (Thompson, 2009),
there is a gap in identifying the depth and extent of how sensory issues hinder students’ learning.
It is necessary to address the full scope of the sensory needs of those students and meet them
with appropriate accommodations.
In addressing sensory needs, the following paper will examine the seven senses in
relation to sensory disorders. Lynch (2004) identified seven sensory needs within individuals that
must be regulated for one to focus and intake additional knowledge. Five are commonly known
(sight, smell, hearing, touch, and taste) but:
…many may not be aware that there are two additional senses: the proprioceptive and
vestibular senses. Proprioceptive sensory are located in the joints and tendons and enable
a person to know the location of each part of the body…the vestibular sensory are located
in the inner ear and facilitate awareness of the body’s position in relation to its
surroundings. (Lynch, 2004 p. 18)
Students who were born premature, have autism, have attention deficit hyperactivity disorder
(ADHD), or have language disabilities are more sensitive to these seven senses and more likely
to experience sensory processing issues or disorders than their neurotypical peers (Howe, 2004;
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Talay-Ongan & Wood, 2000). It must be noted that over 25% of students with autism are
undiagnosed, meaning that there is a strong likelihood that in each general education classroom,
there is a student who may need additional support (Wiggins, 2019). In fact, a survey in 2002
noted that typically 20% of educators in the United States have students that experience some
form of sensory integration dysfunction (Kranowitz et al., 2002).
There are many factors within a classroom that rely on sensory processing skills. When
students lack the ability to properly process their surrounding inputs, that impact their senses,
they become dysregulated, hyper-focused on minute items or sensations, and may seek
sensory-seeking behaviors such as pushing, misusing materials, making noises, or jumping from
inappropriate items (Wild & Steeley, 2018). While these behaviors are seeking to regulate the
student’s body, they can be perceived as disruptive and disrespectful. These actions of attempted
self-regulation can lead to a student being further alienated by peers and therefore suffer an
additional negative social impact (Howe, 2004). Even lighting, such as the standard fluorescent
bulbs installed in general education classrooms, can negatively impact students’ academic
stamina, engagement, or regulation. According to the Sensory Processing Institute for Research
and Learning (2006), 5-13% of students who enter schools have sensory processing disorders
that greatly impair a student’s academic and social growth.
Although there is general acknowledgement among educators (Wild & Steeley, 2018) that
sensory activities greatly enhance the classroom and the regulation of students, there seems to be
a general lack of strategies for supporting positive development and sensory engagement within
classrooms (Howle, 2004). Additionally, though research (Boekaerts, 2005; Wild & Steeley,
2018) has proven that sensory engagement is beneficial, it has only recently begun to include
vestibular sensory needs and proprioceptive sensory needs. The younger the student is when they
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begin to receive accommodations, the more successful the accommodation proves to be (Wild &
Steeley, 2018;). This means it is imperative to begin with sensory interventions in all general
education classrooms, regardless of students' labels, starting at pre-school. Failing to implement
sensory support, especially in younger classrooms, means failing to support students with autism,
ADHD, language disabilities, and learning disabilities, as those students experience greater
sensory disorder processing sensations (Bakley, 2001; Howe, 2004). The behaviors a student
might exhibit in order to self regulate may be interpreted as intentional disruptions to their
surroundings rather than an important tool to achieve sensory regulation.
There is an underwhelming amount of implementation of sensory regulation skills used in
general education classrooms, even though there is statistical proof of the benefit that students
would receive (Wild & Steeley, 2018). It is now necessary to examine and determine how all
classrooms can adapt to be inclusive of the sensory needs of all students. This is one of the most
prevalent steps in finding proper support for students in their daily academic careers. In sensory
processing, all seven senses must be engaged and met, and although there is research that
supports this (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009), there is a lack of active engagement
in taking steps to implement within the classroom (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004). The information
needs to be processed into fiscally responsible, accessible action steps that can be implemented
in both general education and special education classrooms. By failing to support these sensory
needs, students are more likely to demonstrate anti-social behavior and struggle on their
academic journey (Howe, 2004). The following research will discuss the sensory issues that
occur within classrooms that hinder students and how support can be implemented.
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Educational Historical Context
Education systems, requirements, and state standards are constantly evolving. This
impacts the journey of not only identifying sensory needs, but also identifying how sensory
needs can be met within the classroom. Since sensory issues are more common among students
with autism, it is imperative to note that autism was not even acknowledged until 1943, where
Leo Kanner (1943) “emphasized two essential features of the condition: (1) autism—or severe
problems in social interaction and connectedness from the beginning of life, and (2) resistance to
change/insistence on sameness” (p. 32). Since Kanner first utilized the term autism in the way it
is currently used to identify special needs, fifteen presidents have governed over the United
States, each bringing new educational bills to the floor of the U.S. Congress and changing state
educational expectations. Yet, none of these educational bills or laws brought forth attention to
actions of implementation support for sensory needs and disorders. It was not until 1975 that
special education was legally considered within the classroom setting; this is when Congress
enacted the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Public Law 94-172, 1975 ), which was
later renamed the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1990.
Following Kanner’s study, more researchers began attempting to identify and examine
responses of the impact of sensory input. Sensory integration disorder (SID) theory was first
written about by Dr. A. Jean Ayres (1972), who used the term sensory integration to describe
sensory issues for children. Sensory processing disorders (SPD) was a term that was coined more
recently by Dr. Lucy Miller (2006) when she included Dr. Ayres’ sensory theories in her own
book. Both sensory integration and sensory processing refer to the idea of how the brain in an
individual processes sensory input (Miller, 2006).
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Sensory Processing Differences
Before one can solve a problem, a full understanding of what the problem is must be
identified. What are the senses that are affected in a sensory processing disorder? As previously
mentioned, there are seven senses that need to be kept regulated for students (sight, smell,
hearing, touch, taste, proprioceptive, and vestibular senses) (Lynch, 2004). Beyond the seven
senses, sensory styles must also be taken into account. Dunn (1997) created a “Neurological
Behavior Response Model” that assists an individual’s understanding of how sensory processing
interacts between the physical inputs and the direct behavioral response (as cited in Lynch,
2004). There are four patterns that students with difficulty with sensory processing fall into:
heightened sensitivity, sensation avoiding, sensation seeking, and poor registration. Each of these
sensory patterns will require a different accommodation to regulate the senses.
Sensory integration disorders (SID) are when a student is unable to modulate,
coordinate, organize, or discriminate sensory stimuli in an adaptive manner (Lane et al., 2000).
SID can present in varying forms. This includes sensory detection dysfunction, sensory
modulation dysfunction, sensory discrimination dyspraxia, postural dysfunction, and dyspraxia
(Thompson, 2009). The most common sensory processing disorder is sensory modulation
dysfunction, where a student cannot regulate their responses’ intensity appropriately to the
sensory stimuli. Sensory modulation dysfunction results in students being identified as either
hyperactive or hyporeactive to sensory stimuli (Barton & Robins, 2000; Thompson, 2009).
Moving forward in this paper, accommodations, and strategies will be directed at sensory
processing responses (stemming from sensory processing disorders) and sensory modulation
dysfunction (SMD) (Thompson, 2009).
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Definitions of Terms
The important definitions in this paper are:
Habituation: one of the two neurological processes associated with modulation; recognition of
familiar things in a surrounding environment.
Modulation: necessary to respond properly to the sensory stimuli in the surrounding
environment (Thompson, 2009).
Proprioceptive systems: the senses “in the joints and tendons that enable a person to know the
location of each part of the body” (Williamson & Anzalone, 2001, p. 3).
Sensitization: one of the two neurological processes associated with modulation; defined as
awareness of what is going on in a surrounding environment (Thompson, 2009).
Sensory Modulation Disorder: the most common sensory processing disorder, which is when a
person is over or under-responsive to sensory stimuli (Wild et al., 2017), and have difficulty
regulating the intensity of their response to the stimuli (Howe, 2004).
Sensory Processing Disorder: a condition that impairs an individual’s ability to organize input
from sensory sources and react according to that input” (Wild & Steeley, 2018, pg. 764)
Seven Senses: sight, hearing, smell, touch, taste, proprioceptive, and vestibular (Lynch, 2004).
Threshold: The continuous transition between habituation and sensitization (Dunn, 1997).
Vestibular sensors: the senses “within the inner ear that facilitate awareness of the body’s
position in relation to its surrounding” (Lynch, 2004, p. 2).
Research Questions
Although extensive research has been conducted in the mid to late 1900’s, the current
state of classrooms within the 21st century has yet to reflect the collected knowledge.
Classrooms still have not yet begun to shape their educational spaces for the benefit of students
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who suffer from sensory disorders (Wild & Steeley, 2018). In the following literature review,
sensory processing disorders are researched and evaluated for current application in sensory
needs for students. The research question to be further examined is how can sensory supports be
implemented in all classrooms to benefit the educational needs of students. The focus of the
following paper is to examine sensory processing disorders and how this impacts students and
their education. As previously mentioned, sensory processing disorders can present as sensory
modulation disorders. This will be the sensory processing disorder of focus for accommodations
and strategies.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview of Literature Reviewed
While researching for literature, the following key words were used within the Bethel
provided literary systems (ERIC; ProQuest Education Journal; and Academic Search Premier).
The search included the following terms: Autism, Austism Spectrum Disorder, ASD, Sensory,
Disability, Sensory Disabilities, Classroom Adaptations Sensory, Autism Sensory, Classroom
Sensory, History Special Education, History of Autism, History of Sensory Disorder, SPD,
Sensory Processing Disorder, Sensory Process, and Classroom Sensory Needs. This chapter will
review the literature on sensory disabilities in three sections. The first section will address the
sensory disorders that have been discovered and how they hinder students. The second study will
address the importance of sensory study in an educational setting. The third will address
accommodations that have proven successful in assisting sensory processing disorders in
students.
Sensory Disorders and How They Hinder Students
Sensory disorders extend beyond the commonly known five senses. Researcher and
author Sharon Lynch (2004) wrote about the seven senses: sight, hearing, smell, touch, taste,
proprioceptive, and vestibular senses. The last two are senses that enable a person to know the
location of each part of the body and the relation of said part to its surroundings (Lynch, 2004).
When a student has a sensory disorder, one or more of these senses can be over or
under-stimulated to the detriment of the person. Lynch pressed the importance of knowing
supportive steps regarding sensory needs, stating that students improve academically, socially,
and emotionally when educators are more knowledgeable about sensory integration (Lynch,
2004).

15
Lynch (2004) further elaborated about the sensory systems and described how the
systems function and how they can (and might) impact a child and his or her behavior. Lynch
also detailed the sensory processing styles by describing the four identified styles: heightened
sensitivity, sensation avoiding, sensation seeking, and poor registration (Lynch, 2004). Each
sensory style needs a general, tactile, vestibular, or proprioceptive classroom accommodation as
a support within the classroom. Lynch concluded this work by reinforcing that individualism is
the best way to support the student and that “knowledge of sensory processing is important for
teachers who work with children with disabilities” (2004, p. 8).
Howe (2004) wrote about understanding sensory integration and the sensory needs of
students. The purpose of his research was to “describe the characteristics of modulation disorders
that have been reported with sensory integration dysfunction and provide strategies for
supporting positive development and engagement” (Howe, 2004, p. 1). Howe evaluated the
sensory systems related to modulation disorders in the tactile system, vestibular system, and
proprioceptive system. Beyond the molecular balance in the brain, Howe spoke to the holistic
ideals of a supported and balanced student. Howe's research noted how strong reactions to
seemingly mundane moments (such as brushing into a peer by accident) can act as social barriers
for children and isolate the child even further. Students with sensory disorders may require
additional support to process academic, social, and emotional growth (Howe, 2004).
In agreement with Howe, Haakma et al. (2017) noted the sensory disorders of hearing
and vision loss, and focused on how students with sensory issues thrive better in a special
education setting. They felt competent “autonomous and related is often related to that of
students without sensory loss” (Haakma et al. 2017, p. 29). The purpose of this research was to
examine the psychological needs of students with sensory loss and see if their fundamental needs
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were being met. Again, Haakma et al. agrees alongside Howe (2004) that sensory loss directly
relates to how students do not feel motivated, and based on the Self- Determination Theory, are
less engaged and motivated to learn.
Wild and Steeley (2018) also conducted research on students who have sensory
processing disorders. The authors defined Sensory Processing Disorder as “a condition that
impairs an individual’s ability to organize input from sensory sources and react according to that
input” (Wild & Steeley, 2018, p. 2), and acknowledged how this can take the form of a sensory
modulation disorder, a sensory-based motor disorder, or a sensory discrimination disorder. Each
disorder has its own sensory responsiveness and reactiveness regarding sensory inputs and
outputs. Additionally, each of these sensory disorders also correlates to activities of academic
nature that prove to be more difficult due to these disorders (such as impairing an individual’s
ability to organize sensory input and respond accordingly, or limiting the ability to distinguish
auditory, tactile, or visual input). The study itself “examines the impact of a general education
classroom-based sensory program for students exhibiting sensory processing differences in the
school environment” (Wild & Steeley, 2018, p. 1). Students participating in this program were
divided by age, sensory needs, experimental, and control groups. Finally, they were evaluated in
growth with the implementation of a sensory program called BrainWorks (Wild & Steeley, 2018)
which revealed positive growth across all classrooms, regardless of how resistant an educator
was to implement it.
While Lynch and Howe (2004) focused on sensory responsiveness, Thompson (2009)
focused on sensory modulation dysfunction, which is the most common sensory integration
problem. Sensory modulation dysfunction presents as students being oversensitive or
under-responsive to sensory stimuli (Miller et al., 2004), meaning that a student might avoid
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sensory input by leaving or withdrawing into themselves, or a student might constantly seek
stimuli (Thompson, 2009). Sensory modulation has internal symptoms, such as a child’s
emotions, senses, and attention spans, and external behaviors, such as relationships, tasks at
hand, the surrounding environment, and cultural expectations (Thompson, 2009).
In conclusion, sensory disorders are founded on the input and processing of the seven
senses (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004). Of these seven senses, each disorder has sensory
responsiveness, including heightened sensitivity, sensation avoidance, sensation seeking, and
poor registration (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004). As such, the sensory responsiveness, and
oversensitive or overstimulated sensory dysregulation will be addressed in the solutions and
accommodations. These disorders impact a student’s ability to process information,their
motivation and engagement, and could create an ongoing barrier that stunts students’ potential in
academic, social, and emotional growth.
Importance of Sensory Educational Research and Application
The importance of sensory education research cannot be understated, as this not only
affects the student that has sensory processing disorder but also their surrounding peers (Lynch
2004). With this research, several authors (Dun et al., 2002; Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Miller et
al., 2004; Thompson, 2009; Wild & Steeley 2018) were able to provide interventions to support
students with sensory disorders. This research makes it possible for future adaptations to be
assessed for the success of students with sensory processing disorders, and as such, be properly
supported in their academic setting. Although sensory disorders may create social, educational,
and emotional barriers in students' lives, they can also be met with regular therapies and sensory
intervention plans (Wild & Steeley, 2018).

18
Researchers Howe (2004), Lynch (2004), Thompson (2018) and Wild & Steeley (2018)
concurred that the research of sensory processing disorders greatly impacts more than just a
single student. The importance of the sensory processing disorders, the seven senses impacted
within the classroom, and the additional supports necessary for these students were all greatly
reiterated in their work (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2018; Wild & Steeley, 2018). But
beyond the educational value, sensory disorders hinder the growth of students and their
surrounding peers, disturbing the environment of the classroom (Howe, 2004).
Howe (2004) called upon the reader's ability to self-reflect to further find insight with
their student and think of their own sensory aversion or preferences of general needs that they
address while going about their day. He compared the feelings of a child out of sensory
regulation similarly to if an adult was not able to control or adapt the threatening sensations, like
foods one greatly disliked or a breach of personal space boundaries (Howe, 2004). Much like an
educator might reprimand a student who would rock, tap, hum or fidget, the frustration one feels
when being reprimanded becomes synonymous with school. As a teacher might reprimand a
student for this seemingly disruptive behavior, the student would still remain unregulated and
neither the educator nor the student feel heard or respected. As Howe (2004) explained, this
might lead to further feelings of rejection and frustration, continuing the students social isolation,
emotional insecurity, and suffering in self-confidence. These feelings influence relationships,
academic performance, and confidence in students. That sense of alienation would only continue
to place a student on the outskirts of their school’s society, which would not help his or her
motivation, educational drive, or their sense of self-worth. Noting the influence that sensory
disorders have on the day-to-day life of a student, the impact and importance of the research and
implementation of additional sensory supports cannot be ignored.
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Sensory disorders cause a multitude of problems that hinder a student’s learning.
Widespread research has been attempted to see in real-time the physiological effects that sensory
processing disorders have on students (Wild & Steeley, 2018). The Self-Determination Theory
(Ryan et al., 2021) states that each person has three needs that must be met to feel motivated
socially, emotionally, and academically (Haakma & Janssen, 2017). The first need is for
competence, which makes students feel like they can conquer challenges. The second is for
autonomy, which makes students feel that their learning is relevant and engages their own
lifestyle and interests. The third is relatedness, which is the feeling of connection and security in
relationships with others. By studying sensory processing disorders and interventions that can
alleviate dysregulation, students can meet these trio of needs and thrive in educational settings.
With these studies of Haakma et al., (2017), Howe (2004), Lynch (2004), and Wild et al. (2018)
interventions and evidence of how to support sensory processing disorders have been brought to
light to fulfill the needs of these students.
Research Evaluated within Review
Each researcher approached sensory processing interventions differently. While ideally
observations and interventions would be monitored within an educational setting, specific
research was typically conducted in an isolated or observational manner. For example, Lynch
(2004) took first-hand event observations and correlated the data to past information that was
previously conducted to identify students' needs. Lynch then paired the student's sensory needs
with a variety of interventions but did not further evaluate the success of said interventions.
Rather than implementing the intervention and conducting more data, Lynch matched several
interventions to the student's needs based on the previous research and did not continue the
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evaluation of the success of offered interventions. Lynch completed their work by stating why
sensory interventions were imperative for the growth of students.
Similarly to Lynch (2004), Howe (2004) reviewed past research and collected the most
promising interventions for students with sensory processing disorders. However, these were
interventions based on past research. Much like Lynch (2004), the limitation of the research (the
lack of further implementations or reflections of trends in the regulation following the activities
firsthand) must be noted.
Some researchers did not conduct their research in the classroom at all, but rather used
the student’s home setting to further identify his or her sensory needs and preferred
accommodations (Thompson, 2009). While Lynch (2004) evaluated students within the
classroom, Thompson (2008) watched and implemented interventions within a students home.
However, although not in a classroom educational setting, Thompson furthered the research by
applying the interventions best determined to fit their student's needs and noting successful
strategies.
While Lynch (2004) and Howe (2004) conducted observation data without further
research implementation of interventions, Wild & Steeley (2018) researched their intervention
success within the classroom. For Wild and Steeley (2018), this research implemented and
utilized sensory interventions in a classroom environment, rather than a therapeutic environment.
This is important to note, as sensory processing is typically evaluated in a more subdued
environment, rather than inside the actual classroom where the student learns, and this, therefore,
provides more concrete implications for effective classroom interventions. This research must be
acknowledged for the positive classroom growth it tracked, as sensory disorders are common
throughout educational systems, while supports are lacking. Wild & Steeley (2018) divided
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students by age and degree of sensory needs into controlled and experimental groups. Teachers
within the experimental group implemented BrainWorks while the control group did not. The
data revealed extremely positive scores in the increased focus and students' work. The two most
beneficial interventions proved to be sensory breaks and additional training for educators.
Additionally, it was imperative research as it first-hand implemented methods of intervention
within the educational setting, as opposed to a therapeutic or more isolated location. While this
research offers not only first-hand data on students in their development, it also revealed an
unexpected point of contention in implementing sensory supports. The educators that were asked
to use and try new sensory strategies met this request with great resistance, even when the
implementation began to impact students positively. Past researchers, like Lynch (2004) had
suggested several interventions based on students' needs and observations, but other researchers
(Thompson, 2009; Wild & Steeley, 2009) had not accounted for educators' reluctance to use the
interventions provided.
However, classroom settings are evolving. Even before the pandemic, there were visible
trends in the increase of online education (Allison & Reem, 2016). Online classes can encounter
difficulties in producing quality lessons that can accommodate students' needs while still
remaining engaging for the students. The change from in-person to virtual lessons have been met
with pushback from parents, who believed that the emotional lessons learned from face-to-face
lessons offer invaluable learning experiences for their students. Researchers Allison and Reem
(2016) identified the online method as a means to further education and an inevitable method of
teaching. To help support students and their needs, Allison and Reem identify all learning styles,
as well as suggested interventions and adaptations for educators to utilize when creating online
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content. Like Howe (2004) and Lynch (2004), this research was done by taking past research and
identifying top methods to support students.
Research conducted individually or in groups, in therapeutic settings or at home,
implemented at school or in theory, researchers (Allison & Reem, 2016; Howe, 2004; Lynch,
2004; Thompson, 2009; Wild & Steeley, 2009) have evaluated sensory processing disorders and
interventions to accommodate the specific needs of students. Although the methods of research,
means of implementation, and means of tracking data varied, many found similar
accommodations, interventions, and techniques that benefited regulating students. These findings
proved that even in different environments, applied by different educators, the four processing
responses could become regulated with proper stimuli (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson,
2009; Wild, 2009). The following will review the successful common findings between the
researchers in characteristics and interventions for low registration, sensation seeking, sensory
sensitivity, and sensation avoiding students.
Successful Accommodations to Address Sensory Processing Disorders
Sensory Disorders impact how a student functions in a social, emotional, and educational
way. Now that these seven senses and their impact on a student can be clearly seen, the next step
is to evaluate successful accommodations. For each sense, there can be a differing processing
response that must be accounted for to properly address the strategy to best regulate the student
(Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009). The following accommodations will be broken
into four groups to include each processing response: low registration, sensation seeking, sensory
sensitivity, and sensation avoiding (Thompson 2009).
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Low Registration
When a student has low or poor registration, this can show itself in a variety of
characteristics, including but not limited to the tendency to seem self-absorbed, uninterested,
disengaged in their surrounding environments, and slower to develop motor skills (Thompson,
2009). Accommodations that can assist in low registration usually include adding more of
whatever the sense that is attempting to be engaged. For example, if the student was playing with
play-dough (touch, sight) include a strong smell (smell) in the dough to further engage the
student. Accommodations that have proven successful for students include oral stimulation with
crunchy snacks or ice to further engage the senses by adding more tactile experiences (Lynch,
2004). This offers a temperature or auditory stimulant beyond the taste of whatever the student is
eating.
Additional tactile accommodations that proved successful with students include removing
the tools that keep students from sensations and letting them use their fine motor skills to engage
in the activity firsthand (Lynch, 2004). Lynch found that having students finger paint and using
shaving cream to create, instead of painting with brushes, further engaged and regulated the
student by adding a tactile sense in the activity. If students are in an auditory lesson such as
music, include an item that can keep them on beat (like a drum) or they may follow along with
(like pull-apart blocks). These are all accommodations to further engage students in the
activities.
Students that display under-responsive registration to senses may also display what is
perceived as disruptive behavior by seeking additional stimulation beyond what was offered at
the time (Howe, 2004). For example, a student might fidget or attempt to touch others during
circle time or a calmer activity because it is not providing enough stimulation to regulate. An
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accommodation to address this is to offer a fidget toy or object that satisfies the sensory craving
(Velcro for scratchy, fabric for soft) to help keep the child engaged and regulated at these times.
Just as a student seeks additional sensory input in touch, they might seek additional pressure or
sensations of compression, and seek these sensations by jumping off of objects, running in
circles and falling to the ground, or pressing into others (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004). These
students are seeking additional physical sensations and successful accommodations include
weighted vests, weighted blankets, bear hugs, rubbing lotion on students, and adding movement
into typically stationary activities, like reading (Thompson, 2004). Equipment that also proves to
be successful for students that display low sensory registration are see-saws, chain bridges, and a
mini-trampoline (Lynch, 2004).
Sensation Seeking
Students who have sensation seeking as a processing response tend to be active, excitable
to movement, touch, sound, visual stimuli, and frequently will explore and move until they are
exhausted (Thompson, 2009). These students are motivated to touch, taste, smell, see, and hear
everything surrounding them, and typically do not regulate or nap at the same time every day.
Parents with sensory seekers have noted that they are constantly chasing their child with
sensory-seeking stimuli response.
Accommodations that prove to be successful with these sensation-seeking students are to
constantly change the activity and avoid consequences that restrict their bodily movement
(Lynch, 2004). Providing students with constant tactile sensation has proven regulatory for
students, such as using play dough, sand, fidgets, and water tables. Assigning students with tasks
that use their motor functions and provide greater physical exertion are successful strategies to
engage sensory-seeking students while still keeping them on task (Thompson, 2009). For
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example, asking them to help move chairs, clean up, push, pull or lift items and bring items into
different locations (attendance to the office, classroom errands). These students best rotate
between activities that are passive and active and do not show longevity in activities.
Sensory Sensitive
As opposed to students with a low sensory response, students with sensory sensitivity are
overstimulated by seemingly normal noise, taste, sounds, activities, and touch (Thompson,
2009). Students with sensory sensitivity might fidget due to tactile sensations (like a tag on the
back of a shirt), cover their ears and become upset with noises, and focus on change or
inconsistencies (like a crooked sock or new seating arrangements). Students may seem
hyperactive, distracted, and complain frequently due to minute sensations, like being too cold,
too hot, too itchy, or too loud.
A sensory-sensitive student might avoid more social interactions and resist trying new
things, due to being overstimulated (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004). It is imperative to not force
children to engage in activities (especially tactile) if they are exhibiting signs of sensory
sensitivity, as the student’s nervous system could literally interpret the sensory input as painful
(Howe, 2004). Accommodations that help students who have heightened sensitivity include
using repetitive materials (like songs and stories), verbal reminders of transitions, and
minimizing visual and auditory input (Thompson, 2009). When decorating a classroom, it is best
to use calm colors and reduce movement-based decorations (like hangings that flutter or make
sounds).
A student that is sensitive to sensory input might seek out small spaces that reduce the
input of stimuli surrounding them (Thompson, 2009). A small corner, designated as being
quieter, with soft tactile objects (pillows, stuffed animals) provides a safe space for students to
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regulate their sensory input (Howe 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009). To not alarm students,
avoid sudden movements, and encourage soft transitions, especially after physical activities (like
recess) (Thompson, 2009).
Sensation Avoiding
Much like students with sensory sensitivity, students with sensation-avoiding processing
responses seek to limit sensory stimuli (Thompson, 2009). Students are likely to be driven by
rituals and routines, thrive in consistency, and struggle with change. They may have difficulty in
transition times and be unwilling to attempt new experiences or group experiences. Strategies to
support these students include creating a predictable routine, creating a quiet, secluded space
where a student still can feel engaged, and receiving warnings when changes will occur (Howe,
2004; Thompson, 2009). For example, a student could be provided with a visual schedule that
shows upcoming changes and routines and would be able to utilize this tool whenever they
wanted (Lynch, 2004).
Students with sensation avoidance would be best supported by being permitted to choose
when he or she attempts new activities new things, with light encouragement (Lynch, 2004). For
example, permitting the student to sit beyond the circle to avoid being touched by peers, standing
at the end of a line instead of the middle, or encouraging a student to try one new toy a week are
all adequate accommodations. Adding a verbal cue to accompany a tactile action (like saying
“hello” before touching a student via their arm or back as a greeting) can also act as a warning to
children that a sensation is incoming and help reduce their fear (Howe, 2004).
Accommodation Conclusion
Within all of these sensory processing difficulties, there are accommodations that help
address the hyper or hypo-nervous system responses (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson,
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2009; Wild, 2018). The human body is covered in sensory receptors, sensitive to movement,
vibration, temperature, and pain (Lynch, 2004). A student needs mastery of the input of these
senses because if they do not have the sensory stimuli regulated, this negatively affects visual
perception, body awareness, and motor planning. With all the accommodations offered, however,
each researcher pressed the importance of the individuality of the student (Howe, 2004; Lynch,
2004; Thompson, 2009; Wild, 2018).
Both Howe (2004) and Wild (2018) seemed to agree that the intention and level of input
from educators proved to be invaluable in the growth of students. Howe (2004), Lynch (2004),
and Wild (2018) all agree that the key to growth for all of these students with disabilities rests on
the educator, and the tactics they are willing to learn and implement to ensure the student's
growth and success. Each writer differed in accommodations regarding sensory responsiveness.
Howe (2004) and Lynch (2004) emphasized the importance of individualism to realize the
student's needs and support them accordingly.
Howe (2004) concluded his suggestions and guidance (such as specific sensory guidance,
routines, and consistency) by stating that “it is the day-to-day support of caring adults that
enables children who struggle with sensory processing deficits to become more successful.
…[it’s] necessary to help children feel secure and more autonomous in their environments” (p.
19). Lynch (2004) concurred with this conclusion and wrote “When caregivers and teachers are
knowledgeable about these additional senses and the sensory integration process, they can assist
young children to interact more successfully with their environment” (p. 2).
Sensory disorders have a root-like impact, where everything within the students is
influenced, from social interactions to academic success, and mental health (Howe, 2004; Lynch,
2004). While the methodology and implementation of sensory interventions varied, researchers
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found and concurred that one factor that proved invaluable for the success of students was the
support and consistency of the educator presenting the intervention. However, the most
surprising discovery was the educator's reluctance to change (Wild, 2009). Wild encountered
when adding in supports, even when they proved to be beneficial to each student, the lack of
flexibility to adapt to students' needs seems to be a greater hindrance than anticipated, at the fault
of the educator.
There is a seemingly endless list of suggestions for accommodations for sensory
processing disorders. However, each student is unique and his or her response to each
intervention may vary greatly based on past experiences. It is the educator's job to utilize the
tools and find the best fit to match the student's needs. It is also key to set up each intervention in
a consistent manner with expected behaviors known to the child. In conclusion, although there
are many accommodations and supports for students with sensory disorders that have been
proven to be successful, the key to growth lies in the educators' ability to engage, understand,
and adapt to support the student's needs (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009; Wild,
2009).
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CHAPTER III: APPLICATION OF RESEARCH
Professional Application
The purpose of this literature review with application emphasis was to gather substantial
data that supported the impact of sensory disorders and the benefit of sensory processing disorder
supports in a classroom. Additionally, it was to identify further means to accommodate students
and their needs. Lastly, the application emphasis will take the supports provided and streamline
successful sensory processing disorder supports that can be mainstreamed into general education
and special education with as great of ease as possible.
The most beneficial and imperative accommodation that proved to be the most successful
was adding in a sensory time (Thompson, 2009; Wild, 2019). By providing shorter sensory
breaks throughout the day, a student naturally will seek what is comforting and regulating
(Thompson, 2009). In fact, a study by Schilling and Schwart in 2004 showed that adding sensory
input during work at desks improved participation and on-task activity significantly (as cited in
Thompson, 2009). These sensory additions and daily breaks proved to keep students more
engaged, more regulated, and fulfilled the student's need of feeling competent (Howe, 2004;
Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009; Wild, 2018). With the provided sensory breaks, students can use
accommodations and interventions to regulate their sensory stimuli and utilize sensory tools.
This project takes these successful interventions and provides them in a manner that educators
can easily implement or reference throughout their day to gain successful sensory regulation with
students.
Of the proven successful accommodations provided by Howe (2004), Lynch (2004),
Thompson (2009), Wild (2018) which methods can be widely maintained and implemented for
the betterment of students in all classrooms, general education and special education alike? This
project highlights steps to accommodate the needs of neurological hyper and hypo-responsive
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students. The first step to properly assist these students would be to identify which students fall
into which neurological category so the proper accommodations can be supplied. Again, the
accommodations suggested will be broken up into the four categories of sensory registration: low
sensory, sensory seeking, sensory sensitive, and sensory avoidance.
Project Explanation
Although educators are required to attain a license to teach in public schools in the
United States, proving knowledge of their field, there is a lack of special education teachings
provided to educators (Thompson, 2009; Wild & Steeley, 2009). Classes offered to teach support
in assisting students with disabilities are offered, but not required, and can vary from institution
to institution. This project accumulated all of the best regulatory tips from several literary
reviews (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009; Wild & Steeley, 2009) and created
engaging training for educators to partake in to enhance their sensory regulatory methods within
their classroom. This project provides succinct training that is useful for educators, utilizable in
different settings, and malleable to each student and educator's needs. Additionally, it provides
visuals for both educators and students, with forethought to questions, and spaces to spread
success.
Details About the Audience
This application was created to be most beneficial for educators, particularly in the K-6th
grade setting where students are still learning how to process stimuli. This accumulation of the
literature review was meant to create a successful guide for all educators, regardless of age,
sensory needs, and expertise in the area. It would be most beneficial for general education
settings, where educators do not typically have extensive training on disabilities and support for
students. In Appendix A (slide 9), a clear outline of behaviors and examples of students'
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behaviors are presented in a video format. In Appendex B, there is then a video that provides
interventions to assist students, listed in a clear, concise manner. It moves on to offer best tips
and tricks for each sensory disorder, and offers individualized interventions for each.
Additionally, in Appendex B, there are blank visuals supplied for educators for students to use to
help identify how they feel and start to learn how to cope with these hyper and hypo responses.
Appendex B also includes a list of areas to further engage in learning about sensory disorders, a
worksheet to be done in tandem with the presentation, and listed materials available to purchase.
Although these materials are provided with a suggested list of what to provide for a
classroom (Appendix B), perhaps one day a large school supplier would create a sensory bundle
for each classroom that could be easily purchased to provide support for every student. It was
imperative to keep the true audience of the educator in mind when creating this project. The
estimated annual salary of teachers in public elementary and public schools ranged from
$40,000-$79,000 depending on the state (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2016).
According to a national survey of over 5,000 educators, the average American educator spends
over $750 annually for school supplies (Teacher Spending Survey, 2021). Many school systems
do not have additional budgets to support the needs of each classroom, so it is imperative that the
mainstreamed sensory ideals are fiscally responsible. All suggested accommodations in the
following paper will cost $50 or less. At this price, more schools may be able to order and
implement it in classrooms, and if the schools cannot, at least a smaller price tag proves to be a
lesser barrier for educators. Since most teachers provide their own resources for their rooms, it is
important to keep the cost low and the rationale clear: educators are less likely to use tools they
do not understand.
Low Sensory Registration
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The key to addressing the sensory needs of these students is to understand that “typical”
sensory input is not enough for these students to remain engaged. See Appendix A, a
presentation that was created for an engaging education training with visuals on how to support
low-sensory hyper and hypo-sensory students. The presentation walks through the low sensory
typical behaviors and provides student behavioral examples. In Appendex B, a video includes
final suggestions and interventions to support students. The video includes visuals, cited works
in the presentation notes and cites interventions like a sensory wall, fidgets, ice art, foam paint,
lotion, sensory buckets, and a mini trampoline. Each of these accommodations supports a
fundamental need in a low sensory registration student and are still low in cost for the purchaser
(Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009).
Sensory Seeking
A sensory-seeking student is craving constant, changing stimuli. See Appendix A for the
education training, where the presentation includes a video to help explain common behaviors of
students that are sensory seeking and examples of said behaviors in a classroom. Further
supports are offered in Appendex B in a video that offers intervention suggestions and
techniques that have proven to best regulate students. Appendix B also includes visuals for
educators and students, on how to support sensory seeking hyper and hypo students. Final
suggestions include classroom-assigned seating, classroom chore charts, assigned jobs, and
additional fidgets and stimuli mentioned for students with low sensory registration (Haakma et
al., 2017; Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009).
Sensory Sensitive
One of the most important things to remember with sensory-sensitive students is that the
bodies' nervous systems can literally interpret sensory stimuli as painful (Howe, 2004). While
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many educators try to encourage students to try new things, pushing these students into a
sensory-stimulating situation can result in a painful and possibly traumatic situation (Howe,
2004; Lynch, 2004). See Appendix A, where educational training identifies sensory sensitive
characteristics and specific student examples an educator might see in the classroom. The
education training (Appendex B) moves into supportive interventions, listed within the video in
visual and auditory format, listing specific interventions to best support sensory-seeking hyper
and hypo students. They include training visuals, blank visuals for educators to utilize,
interventions listed in visual format, and cited works in presentation notes. They also include a
list of areas to further engage in learning about sensory disorders and material available to
purchase. Final suggestions that support sensory-sensitive students include repetitive materials,
verbal warnings, tents, soft tactile transition objects, and predictable seating (Howe, 2004;
Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009).
Sensory Avoidance
Students with sensory avoidance are driven by consistency and routine, and resistant to
participating in new experiences or group activities (Thompson, 2009). See Appendix A for the
education training, where identification of behaviors and specific examples are listed in guided
video format. Appendix B includes a detailed video and visuals for educators and students, on
how to support sensory avoidance hyper and hypo students. Final accommodations include
assigned seating, visual schedules, timers, tents, noise-blocking headphones, weighted stuffed
animals, and soft blankets (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009).
Resources Needed
The project itself is fully ready to be completed, with no additional tools necessary. This
project can be implemented in a group format (which is suggested, as peer ideas and
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brainstorming for interventions with a specific setting or student in mind will prove to be the
most beneficial) or be sent to be completed individually. The cost would therefore only be for the
time of the educator, and since many school districts include a training week before school (paid)
specifically to further educator educators, along with several professional development days
throughout an academic year, there is a natural space to inservice this resource for wanting and
willing teachers. Additionally, the costs would vary based on if a teacher or district would
purchase the materials. Thankfully, the project highlights options that are budget-friendly, as well
as larger budget items that can be provided by the district or funded by grants. The time will vary
based on the implementation method, but an overall time of an hour would provide group
discussions, further questions, and hopefully time for educators to further identify tools that
would be most beneficial within specific classrooms and needs.
Sustainability and Impact
The impact of unregulated sensory stimuli affects social, emotional, and academic
relationships (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009; Wild, 2009). By providing these
tools, interventions, additional resources, and spaces to educators and students alike, all three
foundational areas of the individual's lives can improve. The sustainability of each method will
depend on the success of each intervention met by the students. But if even one educator takes
one method provided and uses it with one student, and it helps regulate that student, that is one
day better, one step better, in building a flourishing future. There is no better lasting impact than
the success of the student who was previously struggling and now can be supported. And each
intervention can always be reused, with only the limitation of necessary items (ex: ice, crayons,
and foam may need to be repurchased as necessary). Likewise, for each method that proves

35
successful for an educator, that tool is then kept in their educational toolbox, supporting more
students, and informing others of their success in sensory regulation.
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CHAPTER IV: CONCLUSION
Summary of Literature
Literature available to Bethel University was reviewed to help find solutions to sensory
supports that would be possible to implement within a variety of classroom settings. The
sensory processing disorder of focus (sensory modulation disorder) was examined, with
interventions found and examined in students with low sensory registration, sensation-seeking
registration, sensitive sensory registration, and sensory avoidance registration.
To address low sensory registration, students need more stimuli, and accommodations
that have proven successful include adding additional sensations to the task at hand (Lynch,
2004; Thompson, 2009). This includes, but is not limited to, adding temperature into snacks (like
ice), creating more tactile projects by removing the sensory blocking tools (like finger painting
or shaving cream pictures), engaging tactile sensory in stationary events (like providing a fidget
or rubbing lotion on a student), including weight to add more compression on joints (like a bear
hug, a weighted vest or blanket), and safe items to jump and swing from (like a mini-trampoline
or a see-saw) (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009).
To address sensation-seeking registration, students seek constant, changing stimuli
(Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009). Students want to engage their senses and rotate
frequently which sense is engaged (Thompson, 2009). Successful accommodation strategies for
these active students include tactile sensory fidgets at all times (play-dough, fidgets) (Thompson,
2009), avoiding bodily restrictions (Lynch, 2004), and engaging students in direct tasks of
purpose that engage their bodies (cleaning tables, moving chairs, lifting items, and running
errands) (Thompson, 2009).
To address sensitive sensory registration, students seek minimal input as their bodies'
nervous systems can interpret the stimuli as painful (Howe, 2004). Students want a space with
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less sensory input, which means fewer noises, less touch, and typically smaller spaces (Howe,
2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009). Accommodations that support sensory-sensitive students
include repetitive materials, verbal warnings, tents, soft tactile transition objects, and predictable
seating (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009).
To address sensory avoiding registration, students are driven by consistency and routine,
and resistant to participating in new experiences or group activities (Thompson, 2009).
Accommodations to best address these needs include using visual schedules, introducing a new
sensory stimulus individually, and permitting the student to place themselves on the edge of the
group, or end of the line to avoid additional stimuli (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson,
2009).
Although there are many accommodations and supports for students with sensory
disorders that have been proven to be successful, the key to growth lies in the educators' ability
to engage, understand, and adapt to support the student's needs (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004;
Thompson, 2009). It is best to use these interventions and adapt to the student's individual needs
in an open-minded manner, remembering that the student is not trying to be disruptive or
disrespectful, but rather attempting to meet a physical regulatory need.
Professional Application
Globally, the use of sensory interventions is useful for all people to know since each
person has some sort of sensory input and can help understand their own reactions (Howe,
2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009; Wild, 2009). Additionally, the use of these interventions
can be used by educators in any setting. By showing these regulatory tools to students in a safe
space and training them on how to support their sensory needs, educators set students up for
success in areas in their life when other stimuli cannot be controlled. Sensory needs span
beyond the scope of the classroom into real-life situations. For example, a place like an airport,
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a bus stop, or a mall is full of unexpected situations and sensations that can cause sensory
overload. An individual with a sensory disorder may not be able to avoid these de-regulating
places, but they can be prepared by attaining and practicing methods of regulating their stimuli
input.
Within the United States, since over 25% of students with autism are undiagnosed
(Wiggins, 2019), and typically 20% of educators have students who experience some form of
sensory integration dysfunction (Kranowitz et al., 2002), there is a strong likelihood that in
each general education classroom, there is a student that may need additional support. With
more undiagnosed students entering into classrooms who perhaps are not prepared for their
sensory needs, the information, training, and implementation of sensory stimuli regulation in
all classrooms is a necessary step to support students in all ranges within the spectrum.
Within the state of Minnesota, some specific interventions are particularly useful since
they include temperature input, as advised for low sensory, and sensation seeking students
(Thompson, 2009). Since temperature input is a great way to engage students, materials that
are high or low in safe temperatures are benefitial for students, and in Minnesota, the state has
a high rate of snowfall. This free material can be used within the classroom to the great benefit
of students, and seemingly endless amusement. Especially since it is proven the younger the
student is when sensory interventions are implemented, the more beneficial they are, the tools
highlighted are invaluable for K-6th grade educators as they pave the road for the sensory
regulation success of their students (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009; Wild, 2009).
Limitations of the Research
As with most research, there are undeniable limitations. The first limitation of note was
the resources available to Bethel University and online. Resources utalized were limited to the
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listed resources. Additional papers done in another country, language, or only printed solely in
physical form were not accessible. Many of the researchers conducted more of their
observations in a smaller setting, and the full extent of classroom applications could be further
explored. Since there is such a broad scope of accommodations attempting to be met, there is
limited in-depth research for each disorder specifically.
As Wild (2009) noted, one of the strongest areas of resistance met was the educator's
reluctance to change their methods in their own classroom. It is difficult to determine the success
of an intervention if the application is not met with fidelity and consistency. An unexpected
limitation within the research was the resistance of educators willing to permit in-classroom
tests. Although temporarily disruptive, the support would help the students long term, and it was
anticipated that more in-depth classroom research would have been initially conducted to offer
support to these interventions, as opposed to the more controlled environments they were
typically conducted in.
Implications for Future Research
There is great potential for future research in the educational setting as students begin to
transition more into online educational systems. The online educational classroom is best set for
visual learners or learners that process their information best by being visually stimulated.
However, this leaves out the auditory, kinesthetic, and tactile learners who need language,
physical moments, and the engagement of touch (Barber, 2008). It is also important to note the
increasing rate of undiagnosed children of need entering classrooms who are unequipped to
support their learning. Where is this gap of identification and support occuring?
More research could also be conducted with the aforementioned tools and see if there is a
tool that helps specific disorders in regulation (for example, the same tools used to regulate the
same need in students who have ADHD versus autism). Further research could be conducted of
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the regulation success in a general education classroom with sensory interventions to prove the
effectiveness of the interventions to offer further evidence of the nationwide need to implement
these strategies.
Conclusion
While the initial hypothesis was that sensory stimuli had a greater impact on student's
academic success than provided supports offered, the impact was far greater than anticipated.
Beyond academics, sensory challenges alter emotional, social, and neurological growth. The
younger the child was when the intervention began, the more impact it had (Howe, 2004; Lynch,
2004; Thompson, 2009). Yet, with all of the support, knowledge, and reports of the impact of
sensory needs students have, there still proved to be a lack of classroom support (Howe, 2004;
Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009; Wild, 2009). The number of students entering school with
learning disorders, ADHD, or sensory processing disorders is only growing (Wiggins, 2019), but
there has been no greater nationwide implementation of sensory supports to aid both students and
educators alike. This thesis reviewed extensive past research and gathered the most relevant
interventions that proved to attain consistent regulations. This information was then gathered and
turned into a presentation that could be completed individually or within a group setting. This
presentation is complete with term definitions, examples of disorders, interventions for sensory
dysregulation, engagement worksheets, and tools for both educators and students alike. It is
meant to highlight the steps necessary to attain a sensory-friendly classroom and inspire
educators to find more ways to support behaviors while maintaining their other classroom needs.
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Appendix A
A link to the full presentation may be found here:
https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1C9hSVR9r1pIZFWT7RijwmtJN8sFAxcQ8-JeUnQJk1q
Y/edit#slide=id.g193166d65ed_2_20

Slide 1
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Slide 2

Notes: (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009)
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Slide 3

Notes: This is a video slide (link: here
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1rnEHBU7L7_b3TlqHQN6L4GSlnAmZmVpc/view?usp=sharing
) that Thavis created with a voice over to explain what sensory stimuli is and that the following
presentation would include interventions (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009).
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Slide 4

Notes: A slide made for prompting reflection, with the option of the leader to input feedback
from reflections.
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Slide 5

Note: A review of the upcoming presentation and goals.
Slide 6
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Notes: There is a video (link here:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1aWfGbv92kZ-ltVbAERxlZ6OLmsv-8OjG/view?usp=sharing )
on this slide that contains information regarding the senses of the body. It was created by Thavis
for this presentation and explains that there are seven senses that will be reflected upon during
this presentation (Haakma et al., 2017; Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009).
Slide 7

Notes: This is an example slide to provide a moment of reflection for the person participating in
the presentation (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009).
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Slide 8

Notes: There is a video (link here:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/12_LTJREYy5Az34c-oh65hfWlAfjEeEv5/view?usp=sharing) on
this slide that was created by Thavis that summarizes the importance of sensory disorders and
necessary supports within the classroom (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009; Wild,
2018).
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Slide 9

Notes: (Link here:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1d0coC3QiDCffpBomHA-P2cUwU7TPPQ7R/view?usp=sharing
) 5:00. This video describes tendencies of each sensory modulation disorder and an example of
behavior that one might see in a student. (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009; Wild,
2018). Sensation avoidance: Tendency to be driven by ritual and routines, struggle with change
and be unwilling to try new activities. Examples: Students place themselves on the outskirts of
class. Sensory Sensative: Tendency to fidget, cover their ears, complain about sensory input,
avoid social interactions, and seek small spaces. Examples: Students complain about temperature
and noises. Sensory Seeking: Tendency to seem excitable and prone to movement, be very active
and motivated to touch, taste, see, hear and smell everything surrounding them. Examples:
students quickly transition froma activity to activity. Low Sensory Registration: Tendency to
seem self absorbed, disinterested, slower to develop motor skills and have seemingly disruptive

54
behaviors. Examples: Students refuse to wear proper attire (shoes or socks outside) (Howe, 2004;
Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009; Wild, 2018).

55
Appendix B
Resources to Support Educators in Interventions
Slide 11

Notes: An original video, created by Thavis. It is a video slide (link here:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/10_P7aX8d5mQVgkouBP4R1vfQbBHpbCyR/view?usp=sharing
) created to walk educators step by step through each sensory disorder and the top interventions.
Video (9:02 minutes long).
Script within video: The most beneficial and imperative accommodation that proved to be
the most successful was adding in a sensory time (Thompson, 2009; Wild, 2019). By providing
shorter sensory breaks throughout the day, a student naturally will seek what is comforting and
regulating (Thompson, 2009). In fact, a study by Schilling and Schwart in 2004 showed that
adding sensory input during work at desks improved participation and on-task activity
significantly (as cited in Thompson, 2009). These sensory additions and daily breaks proved to
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keep students more engaged, more regulated, and fulfilled the student's need of feeling
competent (Howe, 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009; Wild, 2018). With the provided
sensory breaks, students can use accommodations and interventions to regulate their sensory
stimuli and utilize sensory tools. This project takes these successful interventions and provides
them in a manner that educators can easily implement or reference throughout their day to gain
successful sensory regulation with students.
Accommodations that can assist in low registration usually include adding more of
whatever the sense that is attempting to be engaged. For example, if the student was playing with
play-dough (touch, sight) include a strong smell (smell) in the dough to further engage the
student (Thompson, 2009). Accommodations that have proven successful for students include
oral stimulation with crunchy snacks, or ice, to further engage the senses by adding more tactile
experiences (Lynch, 2004). This offers a temperature or auditory stimulant beyond the taste of
whatever the student is eating. (frozen licorice) Additional tactile accommodation that proved
successful with students include removing the tools that keep students from sensations and
letting them use the fine motor skills to engage in the activity first hand (Lynch, 2004). For
example, instead of painting with brushes, allow finger painting and shaving cream creations to
engage a tactile sense in the activity (Lynch, 2004). If students are in an auditory lesson, such as
music, include an item that can keep them on beat (like a drum) or they may follow along with
(like pull apart blocks) (Lynch, 2004). These are all accommodations to further engage students
into the activities. An accommodation to address this is to offer a fidget toy or object that
satisfies the sensory craving (Velcro for scratchy, fabric for soft) to help keep the child engaged
and regulated at these times (Howe, 2004). Successful accommodations include weighted vests,
weighted blankets, bear hugs, rubbing lotion on students and adding movement into typically
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stationary activates, like reading (Thompson, 2004). Equipment that also proves to be successful
for students that display low sensory registration are see-saws, chain bridges, and a
mini-trampoline (Lynch, 2004).
Accommodations that prove to be successful with these sensation seeking students are to
constantly change the activity and avoid consequences that restrict their bodily movement
(Lynch, 2004). Providing students with constant tactile sensation has proven regulatory for
students, such as using play dough, sand, fidgets and water tables (Lynch, 2004). Assigning
students with tasks that use their motor functions and provide greater physical exertion are
successful strategies to engage sensory seeking students while still keeping them on task
(Thompson, 2009). For example, asking them to help move chairs, clean up, push, pull or lift
items and bring items into different locations (attendance to the office, classroom errands)
(Thompson, 2009). It is imperative to not force children to engage in activities (especially
tactile) if they are exhibiting signs of sensory sensitivity, as the student’s nervous system could
literally interpret the sensory input as painful (Howe, 2004).
Accommodations that help students that have heightened sensitivity include using
repetitive materials (like songs and stories), verbal reminders of transitions and minimizing
visual and auditory input (Thompson). When decorating a classroom, it is best to calm colors,
and reduce movement-based decorations (like hangings that flutter or make sounds) (Thompson,
2009). (light covers) A small corner, designated as being quieter, with soft tactile objects
(pillows, stuffed animals) provides a safe space for students to regulate their sensory input
(Howe 2004; Lynch, 2004; Thompson, 2009). To not alarm students, avoid sudden movements
and encourage soft transitions, especially after physical activities (like recess) (Thompson,
2009). Use headphones to help reduce auditory input. Much like students with sensory
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sensitivity, students with sensation-avoiding processing responses seek to limit sensory stimuli
(Thompson, 2009). Students are likely to be driven by rituals and routines, thrive in consistency,
and struggle with change. They may have difficulty in transition times and be unwilling to
attempt new experiences or group experiences. Strategies to support these students include
creating a predictable routine, creating a quiet, secluded space where a student still can feel
engaged, and receiving warnings when changes will occur (Howe, 2004; Thompson, 2009). For
example, a student could be provided with a visual schedule that shows upcoming changes and
routines and would be able to utilize this tool whenever they wanted (Lynch, 2004). Students
with sensation avoidance would be best supported by being permitted to choose when he or she
attempts new activities new things, with light encouragement (Lynch, 2004). For example,
permitting the student to sit beyond the circle to avoid being touched by peers, standing at the
end of a line instead of the middle, or encouraging a student to try one new toy a week are all
adequate accommodations. Adding a verbal cue to accompany a tactile action (like saying
“hello” before touching a student via their arm or back as a greeting) can also act as a warning to
children that a sensation is incoming and help reduce their fear (Howe, 2004).
Best tips and pracitces for your classroom: Add a sensory time into your day. Create
based for the most sensitive students and allow them to decorate their own areas to fit their
needs. Get child locks for classrooms with younger students (school approved). Use state, city
and national grants to help fund your dream classroom. Ask the student to come up with a plan.
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Slide 12

Slide 13
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Notes: With specific examples utilized in the video, blank templates were also created. This is a
chance for educators to use additional materials custom created for this presentation.

Slide 14

Notes: Tools and places to purchase refrenced interventions at a lower budget.
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Slide 15

Notes: An optional accompaniment worksheet to guide you through the presentation, with links
to a GoogleDoc format as well as a PDF.
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Slide 16

